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OCTOBER  31,  "REFORMATION 
DAY,"  has  a  significance  which  Baptists 
might  do  well  to  consider. 

Without  entering  into  the  vexed  ques- 
tion of  the  relation  of  Baptists  to  the 
Protestant  Reformation,  all  Baptists  will 
certainly  agree  that  it  is  our  boast  that 
the  distinctive  principles  of  the  Protes- 
tant Reformation  —  considered  in  con- 
trast to  the  principles  of  Roman  Ca- 
tholicism —  are  most  consistently  ex- 
pressed in  the  teachings  of  Baptists. 

What  are  those  Reformation  prin- 
ciples, as  they  were  set  forth  on  Oc- 
tober 31,  1517,  when  Martin  Luther 
nailed  his  95  theses  to  the  door  at  Wit- 
tenburg?  It  is  often  taken  for  granted 
that  the  95  theses  proclaim  what  has  be- 
come the  most  popular  doctrine  asso- 
ciated with  the  Reformation  —  the  doc- 
trine of  "justification  by  faith."  But 
actually,  neither  the  terms  "justification" 
nor  "faith"  are  so  much  as  mentioned 
in  that  historic  proclamation. 

What  Luther  attacks  in  his  theses  is 
the  principle  of  ecclesiasticism.  What  he 
attacks  is  the  notion  that  there  stands 
between  man  and  God  a  great  visible 
institution,  a  Great  Church,  to  which 
man  must  give  his  complete  allegiance 
and  to  which  man  must  look  for  salva- 
tion. What  Luther  sets  forth  in  opposi- 
tion to  this  is  the  principle  of  evangel- 
icalism. What  Luther  sets  forth  is,  to  use 
the  words  of  a  great  student  of  Chris- 
tian doctrine,  "the  principle  that  man  is 
dependent  for  his  salvation  on  God  and 
on  God  alone  —  on  God  directly,  apart 
from  all  human  intermediation"  (B.  B. 
Warfield,  Studies  in  Theology,  Oxford 
University  Press,  p.  511).  In  other 
words,  the  95  theses  set  forth  the  prin- 
ciple   that,  so  ive  believe,  has  been  de- 


veloped most  consistently  in  our  Baptist 
teaching  of  the  competency  of  the  indi- 
vidual: according  to  which  teaching  no 
authoritative  institution  stands  between 
us  and  God,  but  we  as  individuals  go  to 
God  directly  through  the  mediation  of 
Christ,  and  not  through  the  mediation 
of  any  ecclesiastical  institution. 

Yet  we  are  confronted  with  the  star- 
tling fact  that  BAPTISTS  in  recent 
years  have  actually  been  moving  toward 
a  kind  of  ecclesiasticism  that  bears  re- 
semblance to  the  Roman  Catholic  sys- 
tem. The  noted  Southern  Baptist  his- 
torian. Dr.  W.  W.  Barnes,  wrote  a  book 
more  than  20  years  ago  giving  very  con- 
vincing proof  of  this.  Dr.  Barnes  began 
this  book  with  the  statement, 

"In  the  following  pages  the  effort 
has  been  made  to  show  that  there  has 
been  an  ecclesiological  development  in 
Southern  Baptist  life  comparable  to 
the  development  that  took  place  in  the 
first  centuries  of  Christian  history  — 
a  development  that  laid  the  founda- 
tion of  the  medieval  Catholic  Church, 
out  of  which  came  the  Roman  Cath- 
olic Church  of  modern  times.  It  is  a 
far  cry  from  the  council  in  Jerusalem 
(Acts  15)  about  A.  D.  50,  to  the  coun- 
cil in  the  Vatican,  A.  D.  1870,  but  dur- 
ing those  eighteen  centuries  a  develop- 
ment took  place  that  completely 
changed  the  character  and  the  form  of 
the  outward  manifestation  of  Chris- 
tianity. .  .  .  The  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention .  .  .  has  not  made  any  such 
development,  but  the  first  step  has 
been  taken.  It  remains  to  be  seen  how 
many  more  steps  may  be  taken"  (The 
Southern  Baptist  Convention:  A  Study 
in  the  Development  of  Ecclesiology, 
Seminary  Hill,  Texas,  1934,  reprint 
1946,  p.  1). 
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And  in  his  conclusion  he  said, 

"From  the  foregoing  discussion  it 
may  be  seen  that  there  has  been  and 
is    now    a    decided    development  in 
ecclesiology  among  Baptists,  a  develop- 
ment headed  toward  a  Baptist  Uni- 
versal Church  (universal  in  Greek  is 
catholic).  By  the  fourth  century  the 
developed  Catholic  Church  had  become 
sacrosanct,  visible  and  indivisible,  to 
rend  which  was  the  deepest  sin.  It 
mattered  not  about  anything  else  if 
one   were    in    communion   with  this 
Church.  Unification  is  the  cry  of  the 
hour  today.  ...  a  Church  is  develop- 
ing" (loc,  cit.,  p.  78). 
And  this  development  toward  a  Super- 
Church  for  Baptists  has  been  tremen- 
dously accelerated  in  the  more  than  20 
years  since  Dr.  Barnes  wrote  those  re- 
vealing words.  Indeed,  it  should  go  down 
as  one  of  the  strangest  facts  in  Baptist 
history  that  even  Dr.  Barnes  himself, 
after  warning  us  against  the  developing 
Baptist   ecclesiasticism,   has   even  been 
drawn  into  the  whirlpool  of  this  move- 
ment!   Nearly    three    years    ago.  Dr. 
Barnes   was   present   at   the  Superior 
Court  trial  of  the  North  Rocky  Mount 
Church  case,  and  —  along  with  other 
prominent  Baptist  leaders — gave  testi- 
mony that  in  effect  advocated  a  "Gen- 
eral"   Baptist    Church    with  authority 
over  the  local  congregations. 

It  has  come  to  be  felt  that  car  South- 
ern Baptist  Convention  is  practically 
above  criticism.  The  program  of  the  Con- 
vention has,  in  many  circles,  become  so 
identified  with  the  will  of  God  that  it  has 
come  to  be  felt  that  whatever  serves  the 
interests  of  this  program  must  be  good, 
and  whatever  serves  to  impede  its  effi- 
ciency must  be  bad. 

But  when  any  denominational  organi- 
zation is  thus  vested  with  what  amounts 
to  supreme  authority,  what  we  have  is 
really  the  principle  of  ecclesiasticism. 
October  31  stands  as  the  great  historic 
protest  against  this  principle.  Although 
Baptists,  historically,  may  have  stood  at 
the  fartherest  remove  from  Roman 
Catholic  ecclesiasticism,  we  have  actually 
reached  a  point  in  our  denominational 
existence  where  we  need  to  protest 
against  an  ecclesiasticism  of  our  own. 
This  October  31,  then,  should  have  a  real 
significance  for  us. 


Does  The  Constitution 
Of  The  Southern  Baptist 
Convention  Need 
To  Be  Changed? 

The  Man  Who  Wrote  That 
Constitution  Say  That  It  Does 

The  editor  of  this  publication  has 
presented  an  amendent  to  the  consti- 
tution of  the  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention. The  amendent  was  presented 
at  the  recent  session  of  the  Conven- 
tion at  Kansas  City,  and  it  will  be 
voted  upon  at  the  next  session,  which 
will  be  in  Chicago  next  Spring.  This 
proposed  amendent  would  add  the  fol- 
lowing to  Article  IV,  the  statement 
entitled  "Authority"  in  the  constitu- 
tion: 

'This  convention  does  not  claim 
that  affiliation  with  this  convention  is 
in  any  way  necessary  for  a  church  to 
be  a  Missionary  Baptist  Church;  nor 
does  this  convention  claim  that  affili- 
ation with  any  other  Baptist  body, 
whether  district  association  or  state 
convention,  is  in  any  way  necessary 
for  a  church  to  be  affiliated  with  this 
convention;  nor  does  this  convention 
claim  that  a  church's  affiliation  with 
this  convention,  as  conceived  by  tliis 
convention,  is  in  any  degree  of  such  a 
nature  as  would  prevent  a  church  that 
once  has  entered  into  affiliation  with 
this  convention  from  discontinuing 
that  affiliation,  should  that  church  for 
any  reason  whatsoever  decide  to  dis- 
continue that  affiliation." 

The  present  constitution  of  the 
Convention  was  written  by  DR.  L.  E, 
BARTON,  of  Montgomery,  Alabama. 
Dr.  Barton  is  recognized  as  the  lead- 
ing Southern  Baptist  authority  on 
parliamentary  procedure  and  on  the 
Convention's  constitutional  law.  Dr. 
Barton  has  written  the  editor  of  this 
paper,  with  permission  to  be  quoted, 
the  following: 

"I  think  your  amendment  should  be 
adopted  at  Chicago  next  Spring.  If  I 
am  well  and  able  to  get  there  I  ex- 
pect to  be  by  your  side  pitching  for 
its  adoption.  It  was  not  necessary  be- 
fore the  Rocky  Mount  case,  but  is 
now,  I  feel." 
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What  Readers  Are  Saying 


One  who  has  long  been  active  in  the 
Southern  Baptist  Convention,  in  express- 
ing appreciation  for  the  SOUTHERN 
BAPTIST  FREE  PRESS,  thus  describes 
the  need  for  such  a  publication: 

"I  don't  think  we  have  a  free  press  in 
Southern  Baptist  Convention  territory.  I 
have  always  known  that  there  is  danger 
in  a  subsidized  press,  and  it  is  now  show- 
ing up  in  our  convention  work.  .  .  .  Even 
constructive  criticism  of  anything  in  our 
Baptist  set  up  cannot  get  into  Baptist 
papers  now." 

A  layman  writes:  "I  love  the  Southern 
Baptist  work  hut  hate  the  evils  that  are 
creeping  in.  Am  praying  for  your  ef- 
forts'' 

A  minister  states: 

"We  need  to  'set  a  watch'  over  the  do- 
ings of  our  leadership.  I  hope  your  paper 
will  not  become  caustic  but  will  be  fac- 
tual in  anything  regarding  our  work  that 
does  not  seem  to  be  best." 


Readers  from  several  states  have  re- 
ported sharp  tensions  that  are  develop- 
ing as  a  result  of  the  publication  of  this 
paper.  The  following  are  from  ministers 
from  widely-separated  areas: 

"I  am  amazed  at  the  violent  reaction 
of  certain  of  the  brethren  toward  your 
labor  in  this  Baptist  matter;  the  spirit  of 
the  'Program-brethren'  is  not  only  stern, 
it  is  vicious  as  well.  And  who  can  predict 
now  the  end  of  this  controversy?  From 
Where  I  sit  it  looks  like  we  are  going  the 
way  of  the  Northern  Convention,  with 
whom  Dr.  [Duke]  McCall  advocates  'or- 
ganic union'  by  1964  (see  Oakland 
Tribune,  Oakland,  Calif.).  Am  glad  that 
God  is  still  on  the  throne  and  shall  be 
looking  forward  to  a  review  of  your 
articles  with  interest." 


'7  can  see  nothing  in  your  work  for 
you  hut  Bloody  Sweat  and  Tears,  except 
as  the  Lord  will  reward  you  in  due  time. 
I  know  the  attitude  of  many  of  the  lead- 
ers. I  know  the  scorn  heaped  upon  those 
who  take  a  contrary  position  to  them.  I 
see  no  earthly  honor  coming  to  you.  It 
is  for  that  reason  that  my  admiration 


hardly  knows  any  hounds  for  brethren 
who  thus  work." 


"I  am  sure  that  your  committee  can 
contribute  much  to  the  awakening  of  a 
need  in  the  convention.  I  will  have  to 
admit  that  you  are  a  brave  group  of 
souls  fighting  for  a  right  cause,  and  I 
hope  that  you  do  not  get  your  heads 
'sawed  off'  [referring  to  the  Memphis 
Commercial  Appeal's  report  of  Dr.  C.  C. 
Warren  saying  at  the  time  of  the  recent 
session  of  the  S.  B.  C.  that  if  one  at- 
tempted to  introduce  the  autonomy  is- 
sue then  they  would  'saw  him  off' 11. " 

While  we  appreciate  such  words  of  ad- 
miration, we  would  disclaim  the  posses- 
sion of  any  extraordinary  courage.  We 
feel  that  a  positive  stand  on  Baptist 
principle  is  only  what  should  be  expected 
of  anyone  who  would  want  to  be  known 
as  a  Baptist. 


A  student  in  one  of  our  denominational 
schools  writes: 

"I  am  glad  some  one  is  calling  the 
hand  of  some  of  our  leaders  who  love  to 
dominate  everything  to  their  own  likings. 
One  hesitates  to  think  what  will  happen 
in  another  ten  years  or  so  unless  some 
one  does  something.  Right  now  my  own 
pastor  will  tell  you  if  a  Baptist  church 
pulls  out  of  the  State  or  Southern  Bap- 
tist Conventions  it  is  no  longer  a  Bap- 
tist church.  If  you  ask  him,  Which  is 
the  older,  the  conventions  or  the  Baptist 
churches?,  and,  What  was  the  church 
founded  on,  conventions  or  the  teachings 
of  John  the  Baptist  and  of  Jesus  Christ 
our  Saviour?,  —  he  will  tell  you  that  if 
John  and  Jesus  were  here  they  would  tell 
you  that  you  should  go  along  with  every- 
thing Brother  M.  A.  Huggins  and  J.  D. 
Grey  and  a  few  of  the  other  bosses  tell 
us.  Although  I  am  not  against  the  con- 
ventions, I  am  against  such  things  as 
they  did  about  the  North  Rocky  Mount 
Church.  And  if  the  things  are  true  that 
I  have  read  in  a  North  Carolina  dally 
paper  some  months  ago  about  Dr.  Har- 
old Tribble  [concerning  his  testimony  on 
the  Virgin  Birth],  he  should  go  imme- 
diately." 
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A  minister  writes: 

"The  Southern  Baptist  Free  Press  gave 
me  the  first  authentic  information  I  have 
received  about  the  particular  matter  in 
North  Carolina.  I  was  never  so  shocked 
in  my  life  as  to  the  stand  my  former 
Church  History  professor,  Dr.  Barnes, 
took  in  the  matter." 

One  who  describes  himself  as  having 
been  a  pastor  for  over  50  years,  who 
"never  would  have  thought  we  could  have 
come  to  this,"  thus  remarks  of  the  pres- 
ent situation:  "How  badly  such  a  publi- 
cation is  needed!  How  hard,  nearly  im- 
possbile,  it  is  now  to  get  anything  into 


our  state  papers  that  is  contrary  to  the 
will  and  ideas  of  a  few  men  at  the  top. 
Freedom  is  gone  or  going  nearly  every- 
where now.  Never  would  have  thought 
that  the  Baptists,  a  group  for  'a  pure 
democracy,'  would  ever  have  yielded  to 
this  thing  that  is  contrary  to  all  that  we 
have  stood  for." 

A  minister,  expressing  particular  ap- 
preciation for  the  information  which  this 
paper  has  printed  about  the  Wake  For- 
est stiuation,  states: 

"May  you  continue  to  seek  to  publish 
the  truth  without  resort  to  bias  or 
prejudice  of  any  kind." 


When  Principle  Was  Denied 


This  year  marks  the  400th.  anni- 
versary of  the  execution  of  the  first 
Protestant  Archbishop  of  Canterbury, 
Thomas  Cranmer.  While  other  re- 
ligious groups  are  paying  special 
recognition  to  that  event,  it  might  be 
of  some  benefit  for  Baptists  also  to 
consider  it. 

Cranmer's  plans  to  deliver  England 
from  Roman  Catholicism  were  cut 
short  when  he  was  imprisoned  and 
sentenced  to  death.  While  in  prison 
he  had  the  prospect  of  being  released 
should  he  recant.  Thus  he  yielded  to 
expediency  and  signed  a  recantation 
which  "surrendered  every  point  for 
which  he  had  fought"  (Schaff- 
Herzog).  He  even  acknowledged  the 
pope  as  Christ's  vicar.  Nevertheless, 
the  decree  of  execution  remained,  and 
on  March  21,  1556  he  was  burned  at 
the  stake.  However,  when  the  hour  of 
death  came  he  publicly  repented;  he 
recanted  his  recantations  and  heroic- 
ally confessed  the  evangelical  faith. 

When  Cranmer  in  prison  recanted 
his  faith,  he  was  doing  what  many 
men  have  done,  though  usually  in  less 
dramatic  circumstances.  Cranmer  for- 
sook  evangelical   principles   for  the 


sake  of  expediency.  And  a  careful  and 
sympathetic  consideration  of  such  cir- 
cumstances will  no  doubt  make  us  less 
anxious  to  hasten  to  condemn  those 
who  have  thus  fatally  compromised 
their  principles.  After  all,  even  a 
Simon  Peter  yielded  to  expediency  and 
made  the  fatal  compromise.  However, 
men  like  Peter  and  like  Cranmer  have 
been  brought  to  see  the  tragedy  of 
their  denial  of  essential  Christian 
principle;  they  have  repented,  have 
recanted  their  recantations,  and  have 
confessed  anew  the  basic  principles  of 
their  faith.  Because  of  the  repentance 
of  Cranmer,  he  is  revered  as  a  martyr 
for  the  cause  of  Protestantism. 

To  relate  this  plainly  to  the  pres- 
ent situation  confronting  us  regarding 
the  repudiation  of  essential  Baptist 
principle  on  the  part  of  certain  of  our 
leaders,  —  we  as  Baptists  ought  to 
be  forgiving,  but  we  can  hardly  act  in 
consistency  with  our  faith  if  we  re- 
tain in  leadership  those  who  not  only 
have  not  manifested  any  public  re- 
pentance, but  have  steadfastly  refused 
to  offer  any  public  explanation  of 
their  repudiation  of  essential  Baptist 
principle. 
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DR.  HAROLD  TRIBBLE'S 
POSITION  ON  THE 
VIRGIN  BIRTH 

By  Woodrow  W.  Robbins 


[Editor's  Note:  In  regard  to  the  con- 
troversy over  Wake  Forest  College,  we 
are  concerned  above  all  that  the  basic 
Baptist  and  Christian  principles  that  are 
involved  be  kept  in  the  forefront.  As  was 
pointed  out  in  last  month's  issue  of  this 
paper,  the  constitution  of  the  N.  C.  Bap- 
tist State  Convention  specifies  that  the 
trustees  shall  be  responsible  to  the  Con- 
vention for  the.  operation  of  its  institu- 
tions "in  accordance  with  Baptist  prin- 
ciple." Last  month  we  discussed  the  ques- 
tion of  Dr.  Tribbles'  court  testimony, 
given  in  the  North  Reeky  Mount  Church 
case,  concerning  the  autonomy  of  the  lo- 
cal church.  In  the  following  article,  con- 
sideration is  given  to  another  phase  of 
Dr.  Tribble's  testimony  that  has  caused 
much  concern  in  some  places.  W e  are  re- 
producing the  substance  of  a  radio  ad- 
dress— which  has  been  tape  recorded — 
delivered  last  Dec.  18  by  the  Rev.  Wood- 
row  W.  Robbins.  The  major  portion  of 
the  address  was  also  printed  on  Dec.  21 
in  the  High  Point  Enterprise.  As  yet 
Mr.  Robbins  has  received  no  answer  to 
the  statements  which  he  has  made  on  the 
subject.] 

 @  

Twelve  pastors  from  Piedmont  Baptist 
Association  and  several  other  pastors 
from  several  other  associations,  in  call- 
ing for  Dr.  Tribble's  dismissal  as  Presi- 
dent of  Wake  Forest  College  "if  he  per- 
sists in  refusing  to  give  an  explanation" 
of  his  "most  unusual  court  testimony," 
mentioned  in  particular  his  testimony  on 
the  autonomy  of  the  local  church  and  on 
the  Virgin  Birth  of  Jesus  Christ. 

This  action  by  the  twelve  pastors  from 
Piedmont  Associa'jion  was  objec'ed  to  by 
nine  pastors  from  that  Association,  The 
nine  pastors,  in  issuing  a  public  state- 
ment, declared:  "Tuesday  afternoon  the 
Rev.  George  Richmond,  moderator  of  the 
Piedmont  Baptist  Association,  called  Dr. 


Tribble  to  ask  him  for  a  definite  state- 
ment concerning  his  conception  of  the 
Virgin  Birth  of  Christ.  He  stated  with- 
out hesitation  that  he  believed  that 
Christ  was  conceived  of  the  Holy  Spirit 
and  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary." 

But,  leaving  aside  what  reportedly  was 
stated  on  the  telephone  by  Dr.  Tribble 
when  his  denominational  future  had 
come  to  hang  in  the  balance,  let  us  in- 
quire as  to  the  actual  stenographic  rec- 
ord of  his  swoiTi  testimony  on  the  sub- 
ject. 

(1)  His  testimony  would  have  the  ef- 
fect of  recognizing  as  a  perfectly  good 
Baptist  one  ivho  does  not  believe  in  the 
Virgin  Birth.  When  asked  concerning  the 
position  of  P*/rissionary  Baptists  on  this 
doctrine,  he  testified: 

"It  [the  doctrine  of  the  Virgin  Birth] 
has  not  been  regarded  as  a  test  of  ortho- 
doxy or  an  indication  of  acceptance  or 
rejection  of  the  doctrine  of  the  incarna- 
tion. It  is  subordinate  to  it." 

Under  cross  examination.  Dr.  Tribble 
came  around  to  making  this  admission: 

"I  think  there  is  no  question  now  about 
the  fact  that  Southern  Baptists  generally 
do  accept  the  doctrine  of  the  Virgin 
Birth."  BUT,  he  went  on  to  add  immedi- 
ately, "It  is  just  a  question  of  whether 
they  make  it  a  test  of  faith  .  .  While 
he  allowed,  then,  that  Baptists  "gen- 
erally" do  believe  in  the  Virgin  Birth^ 
he  claimed  that  acceptance  of  this  doc- 
trine, "has  not  been  regarded  as  a  test 
of  orthodoxy,"  which,  in  plain  language,, 
would  mean  that  one  can  be  a  good  Bap- 
tist even  though  he  denies  the  Virgin 
Birth! 

But  does  this  testimony  correctly  rep- 
resent the  Baptist  position?  Would  N.  C. 
Baptists  be  unconcerned  if  it  were  dis- 
covered that  one  em,ployed  by  their  State 
Convention  actually  denied  the  Virgin 
Birth? 
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(2)  His  testimony  on  the  Virgin  Birth 
was  evasive.  If  a  man  believes  that  Jesus 
Christ  did  not  have  an  earthly  father, 
can  he  not  come  immediately  to  the  point 
and  say  so?  When  one  would  be  given 
such  an  unusual  opportunity  to  make  a 
public  statement  of  faith,  what  would  be 
the  purpose  in  "hedging"  on  the  question 
of  whether  or  not  Jesus  had  an  earthly 
father?  (This  point  will  become  clear 
enough  as  the  reproduction  from  his  tes- 
timony is  given  below.) 

(3)  Most  alarming  of  all.  Dr.  Trihhle 
explained  the  Virgin  Birth  in  a  most 
astonishing  manner.  His  testimony  on 
the  Virgin  Birth  reminds  one  of  his  tes- 
timony on  the  autonomy  of  a  local 
church.  Dr.  Tribble  said  that  a  church 
"may  withdraw  at  any  time"  from  sup- 
porting the  conventions,  BUT  he  "inter- 
preted" this  to  mean  that  a  church  can- 
not withdraw  and  retain  possession  of 
its  property!  Dr.  Tribble  did  state  that 
Jesus  Christ  was  conceived  by  the  Holy 
Spirit  and  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary, 
BUT  he  "interpreted"  this  to  permit 
Jesus  still  to  HAVE  AN  EARTHLY 
FATHER! 


While  on  the  witness  stand,  Dr.  Trib- 
ble was  asked  this  question:  "Do  you 
believe  that  Jesus  Christ  had  an  earthly 
father?'' 

He  replied  as  follows: 

"In  Christian  theology  one  accepts  a 
basic  principle  and  then  interprets  that 
in  terms  of  the  broad  application  and 
implication  of  that  principle.  The  basic 
principle  is  the  incarnation  of  God  in 
Christ.  The  doctrine  of  the  Virgin  Birth 
is  subordinate  to  the  doctrine  of  His  in- 
carnation. If  the  counsel  for  the  defense 
is  interested  in  a  theological  explana- 
tion, I  would  be  glad  to  give  the  explana- 
tion by  Kierkegaard,  who  is  regarded  in 
theology  as  one  of  the  leaders  in  the 
modern  period.  I  don't  think  it  is  perti- 
nent, but  I  shall  be  glad  to  give  other 
explanations  of  other  theologians  of  the 
Virgin  Birth,  some  of  them  oflfering  ex- 
planations or  modifications  which  might 
not  be  acceptable  to  others.  In  the  Mis- 


sionary Baptist  Church  the  theory  of  the 
Virgin  Birth  has  never  been  set  up  as  a 
creed  .  . 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  in  all  of  these 
rambling  remarks,  in  which  Dr.  Tribble 
graciously  offers  to  explain  the  views  of 
the  radical  theologian  Kierkegaard  and 
of  other  theologians,  he  never  gets 
around  to  answering  the  simple  question 
as  to  whether  or  not  lie  believes  that 
Jesus  Christ  had  an  earthly  father.  It 
is  interesting  to  note  that  at  length  the 
Judge  interposed,  and — in  evident  recog- 
nition of  the  fact  that  Dr.  Tribble  had 
not  yet  answered  the  simple  questioii 
which  had  been  put  to  him — asked  Dr. 
Tribble: 

"Let  me  ask  you  this,  Doctor.  Because 
of  any  religious  views,  or  views  on  the 
Bible  personal  to  yourself,  do  you  have 
any  hesitancy  in  answering  this  ques- 
tion?" [the  simple  question  of  whether 
or  not  he  believed  that  Jesus  had  an 
earthly  father] 

Dr.  Tribble  answered:  "May  it  please 
the  Court  for  me  to  answer  by  reading  a 
verse  of  Scripture?"  (The  attorney  who 
cross-examined  Dr.  Tribble  on  this  mat- 
ter has  related  that,  at  this  point,  Dr. 
Tribble  was  given  assistance  by  Dr.  E.  A. 
McDowell,  who  quickly  came  to  the  stand 
to  hand  Dr.  Tribble  an  opened  Bible.) 

The  Judge  replied,  "All  right." 

And  here  is  how  Dr.  Tribble  answered: 

"This  is  the  first  chapter  of  the  Gospel 
according  to  St.  John,  the  forty-fifth 
verse:  Thilip  findeth  Nathanael,  and 
saith  unto  him,  we  have  found  him,  of 
whom  Moses  in  the  law,  and  prophets, 
did  write,  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  the  son  of 
Joseph.'  This  is  also  a  part  of  the  Scrip- 
ture and  it  is  in  the  first  part  of  the  Gos- 
pel according  to  John.  Therefore,  your 
Honor,  for  me  to  say  that  he  did  not 
have  an  earthly  father  would  be  to  take 
that  passage  of  Scripture  and  rule  it  out 
completely.  I  think  that  our  doctrine  of 
the  virgin  birth  and  this  statement  in 
the  first  chapter  of  John  are  not  neces- 
sarily in  conflict." 

Now  why  was  Dr.  Tribble  so  concerned 
to  claim  that  it  would  be  proper  to  say 
that  Jesus  had  an  earthly  father?  If  one 
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Some  Facts  Aboyt  The 
Roman  Catholie  Chyreh 

By  C.  K.  RAND 

WHO  OWNS  THE  PROPERTY  OF 
THE  ROMAN  CATHOLIC 
CHURCH? 

In  the  Roman  Church,  the  Canon 
Law  1518  says:  "Romanus  Pontifex 
est  omnium  bonorum  ecclesiasticorum 
supremus  administrator  et  dispensa- 
tor"  ("The  Roman  Pontiff  is  the  su- 
preme administrator  and  dispenser  of 
all  the  church's  goods  and  proper- 
ties".). 

In  most  states  in  this  country,  the 
Roman  Bishops  become  "corporation 
sole."  Which  means  that  all  property 
in  their  diocese  is  held  in  the  name 
of  the  bishop,  who  executes  a  will  that 
states  that  upon  his  death  the  prop- 
erty and  funds  will  be  passed  on  to 
his  successor  in  office.  The  bishops, 
who  are  appointed  by  the  pope,  thus 
hold  the  property  of  their  diocese  in 
trust  for  the  pope. 

The  above  is  the  usual  procedure. 
There  may  be  exceptions  to  this,  as 
required  by  particular  state  laws,  but 
the  exceptions  are  rare.  But  even 
where  property  is  held  independently 
by  certain  groups  within  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church,  those  groups  are,  in 
the  last  analysis,  under  the  control  of 
the  Supreme  Pontiff;  so  it  amounts 
to  the  same  thing. 

Now  wherein  does  this  situation 
differ  essentially  from  that  which  pre- 
vails for  cooperating  Baptist  Churches 
in  North  Carolina  due  to  the  State 
Supreme '  Court  decision  in  the  North 
Rocky  Mount  Church  case?  Do  Bap- 
tist Laymen  of  cooperating  churches 
in  North  Carolina  really  have  any 
more  ownership  of  church  property 
than  do  Roman  Catholic  Laymen? 


did  not  believe  in  the  Virgin  Birth,  in 
the  accepted  meaning  of  that  term,  could 
he  evade  the  issue  more  cleverly  than 
Dr.  Tribble  has  in  this  testimony?  And 
if  one  did  believe  in  the  Virgin  Birth,  in 
the  accepted  meaning  of  that  term,  why 
would  he  want  to  reply  in  such  a  way? 
(As  for  the  significance  of  the  expres- 
sion, "son  of  Joseph,"  it  is  to  be  noted 
that  the  expression  is  clearly  said  to 
have  been  the  remark  of  Philip,  who, 
just  having  met  Jesus,  could  hardly  be 
expected  to  know  all  about  Him.) 

Following  this  most  unusual  exposi- 
tion on  the  part  of  Dr.  Tribble,  the  at- 
torney asked  him,  ''Then  you  do  believe 
that  He  had  an  earthly  father?'^ 

Dr.  Tribble  answered: 

"I  believe  that  he  was  conceived  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  and  born  of  the  Virgin 
Mary.  I  believe,  ALSO,  this  teaching  of 
the  first  chapter  of  John  when  it  is  un- 
derstood in  relation  to  the  whole  chapter 
and  the  whole  book  of  John/' 

Thus  while  Dr.  Tribble  expressed  be- 
lief in  Jesus'  conception  by  the  Spirit 
and  birth  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  he  evi- 
dently ''interpreted''  this  in  such  a  sense 
AS  TO  PERMIT  HIM  TO  HAVE  AN 
EARTHLY  FATHER! 

Does  this  not  remind  one  of  those  ex- 
ponets  of  theological  modernism  who  say 
that  Jesus  was  raised  from  the  dead  and 
yet  "interpret"  this  in  such  a  sense  as  to 
mean  that  his  physical  body  rotted  in 
the  tomb? 

We  believe  that  by  far  the  greater 
number  of  Baptists  will  find  the  above 
testimony  of  Dr.  Tribble  to  be — to  say 
the  very  least — very  disappointing.  We 
believe,  also,  that  by  far  most  Baptists 
prefer  to  have  as  head  of  Wake  Forest 
a  man  who  will  say  clearly  and  unhesi- 
tatingly that  he  believes  that  Jesus 
Christ  was  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary  and 
that  He  did  NOT  have  an  earthly 
father. 

(Quotations  from  the  stenogi-aphic  re- 
ports of  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Church 
case  are  from  pages  932,  934-938; 
emphasis  has  been  supplied.) 
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THE  SPECT 
"GENERAL 
Still  Haunts 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  thing 
about  the  recent  hearing  on  the  applica- 
tion for  a  new  trial  of  the  famous  North 
Rocky  Mount  Church  case  was  the  ex- 
tent to  which  the  "general  church"  idea 
— so  contrary  to  Baptist  principle — was 
accepted  by  the  court. 

Before  discussing  this  matter,  how- 
ever, it  might  be  well  to  give  a  brief  re- 
port of  the  hearing  and  of  the  events 
leading  up  to  it.  Here  is  a  statement  of 
the  facts  as  given  by  a  United  Press 
story : 

''A  church  property  case  which  has  had 
repercussions  throughout  the  Southern 
Baptist  Convention  is  headed  back  to  the 
North  Carolina  Supreme  Court. 

"In  Nash  County  Superior  Court  Mon- 
day [Sept.  10],  Judge  Clifton  L.  Moore 
denied  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  the 
three-year-old  suit  for  control  of  the 
property  of  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Bap- 
tist Church. 

"The  petition  was  filed  by  attorneys 
for  the  Rev.  Samuel  H.  W.  Johnston, 
former  pastor  who  led  most  of  the 
church's  congregation  out  of  the  State 
and  Southern  Baptist  Conventions  in 
August  1953. 

"A  small  group  of  church  members 
sued  to  obtain  the  property.  In  Decem- 
ber 1953  Judge  Malcolm  Paul  ruled  in 
favor  of  the  minority  and  was  upheld 
by  the  State  Supreme  Court.  .  .  . 

"The  court  rulings  brought  immediate 
dissent  from  many  church  leaders  who 
maintained  that  they  were  contrary  to 
Baptist  traditions  of  local  church  auton- 
omy. They  claimed  the  decision  repre- 
sented a  serious  threat  to  Baptist  prin- 
ciples. 

"Other  church  leaders,  including  some 
officials  of  the  [N.  C]  State  Conven- 
tion, sided  with  the  minority  group.  .  .  . 

"The  dissenters  .  .  .  tried  to  bring  the 
issue  of  autonomy  before  the  State  Con- 
vention's annual  meeting  last  November. 

"The  State  Convention  took  little  ac- 
tion on  the  matter  but  the  Southern  Bap- 


ER  OF  THE 
CHURCH " 
The  Courts 

tist  Convention  at  its  annual  meeting 
adopted  a  resolution  re-affirming  the 
principle  of  local  church  autonomy.  It 
did  not,  however,  adopt  a  proposed  reso- 
lution condemning  the  North  Carolina 
Supreme  Court. 

"Johnston's  attorneys  sought  the  new 
trial  on  grounds  that  the  old  constitu- 
tion of  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Church 
specifically  set  forth  the  principle  of 
majority  rule  in  church  affairs.  They  said 
the  document  was  not  available  at  the 
first  trial. 

"Moore  held,  however,  that  they  had 
waited  too  long  to  seek  the  new  trial, 
that  there  was  no  indication  as  to  when 
the  new  evidence  was  found  and  that 
the  constitution  would  have  had  no  bear- 
ing on  the  case. 

"Moore  also  noted  that  the  Supreme 
Court  never  had  permitted  reopening  of 
a  civil  case. 

"Johnston's  attorneys  said  they  would 
appeal  the  ruling  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

"At  yesterday's  hearing  it  was  also 
said  that  certain  of  the  witnesses  who 
testified  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  original 
trial  had  afterwards  contradicted  por- 
tions of  their  testim.ony. 

"Robert  Martin,  High  Point  attorney 
representing  Johnston,  hit  at  the  testi- 
mony of  these  three  Baptist  leaders :  Dr. 
W.  W.  Barnes,  official  historian  of  the 
Southern  Baptist  Convention,  Dr.  M.  A. 
Huggins,  general  secretary  of  the  State 
Convention,  and  Dr.  Harold  Tribble, 
president  of  Wake  Forest  College. 

"Martin  argued  that  the  testimony  of 
these  three  men  would  have  been  're- 
duced to  insignificance  by  this  written 
constitution'  in  the  Superior  Court  trial 
had  the  constitution  been  available. 

"/n  rebuff,  Attorney  Hubert  E.  May 
argued  to  a  large  extent  on  the  'general 
church'  theory.  He  said  that  even  if  the 
church  had  a  written  constitution,  it 
would  have  been  worthless  if  its  require- 
ments were  contrary  to  practices  'fol- 
lowed by  the  Missionary  Baptist  Church 
generally'  "  (emphasis  supplied). 
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In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Supreme 
Court  at  least  dismissed  the  fanciful  no- 
tion that  there  is  such  a  thing  as  a  "Gen- 
eral Baptist  Church,"  it  is  quite  surpris- 
ing that  Attorney  May  argued  on  the 
basis  of  the  "general  church"  theory, 
and  it  is  even  more  surprising  that 
Judge  Moore  assumed  this  theory.  From 
the  standpoint  of  those  desiring  to  have 
it  so  that  Baptist  churches  might  op- 
erate truly  as  Baptist  churches,  the  Su- 
preme Court  decision  of  1954  was  cer- 
tainly bad  enough,  although  that  deci- 
sion was  certainly  an  improvement  over 
the  1953  decision  of  the  Nash  County 
Superior  Court. 

THE  SUPERIOR  COURT 
DECISION  OF  1953 

The  decision  of  Judge  Malcolm  Paul 
would  require  that  a  particular  church 
follow  the  procedures  generally  followed 
by  Missionary  Baptist  churches.  Judge 
Paul  decreed  that  ''members  of  said 
church  who  adhere  and  submit  to  the 
regular  order  of  the  church,  local  AND 
GENERAL,  are  the  true  congregation'' 
(emphasis  supplied  for  all  quotations 
from  the  courts).  Thus  the  majority  of 
the  North  Rocky  Mount  Missionary  Bap- 
tist Church,  in  withdrawing  financial 
support  from  the  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention, thereby  "departed  from  the  fun- 
damental usages,  customs,  doctrine,  prac- 
tice and  organization  of  the  North  Rocky 
Mount  Missionary  Baptist  Church  and 
of  the  DENOMINATION";  therefore, 
this  majority  was  "not  a  part  of  the  true 
congregation." 

As  to  where  the  Episcopalian  Judge 
got  the  notion  that  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  a  "General  Baptist  Church,"  the  an- 
swer would  seem  to  be  quite  obvious;  for, 
strange  as  it  may  be,  such  a  notion  was 
in  effect  actually  set  forth  in  the  testi- 
mony given  at  the  trial  by  certain  prom- 
inent Baptist  leaders.  Such  testimony 
was  given  (and  at  whose  expense,  we 
would  like  to  know!)  by  Dr.  W.  W. 
Barnes,  Dr.  M.  A.  Huggins,  Dr.  Harold 
Tribble,  Dr.  E.  A.  McDowell,  and  Dr. 
Douglas  Branch. 

Concerning  Juge  Paul's  decision,  the 
Baptist  State  paper  of  Virginia,  The  Re- 
ligious Herald,  remarked: 

"It  is  regretable  that  the  definition  by 


Judge  Paul  seemed  to  have  approval  by 
many  Baptists  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
it  violated  the  doctrine  of  the  church 
and  ascribed  to  associations  and  conven- 
tions an  authority  which  Baptists  have 
consistently  renounced.  Baptists  know 
nothing  about  'the  regular  order'  of  a 
'general'  church.  Historically  the  local 
Baptist  church  has  been  a  pure  democ- 
racy and  completely  autonomous"  (Jan. 
20,  1955). 

And  the  Virginia  paper  went  on  to 
say,  "It  is  to  be  hoped  that  Baptist  lead- 
ers who  gave  testimony  at  the  first  hear- 
ing did  not  influence  Judge  Paul  in 
formulating  his  opinion."  But,  as  Wil- 
liam C.  Lassiter,  attorney  of  Raleigh, 
has  pointed  out,  the  testimony  of  these 
men  "obviously'  'influenced  Judge  Paul 
in  his  decision;  indeed,  it  was  "princi- 
pally" upon  such  testimony  that  the  de- 
cision was  made. 

THE  SUPREME  COURT 
DECISION  OF  1954 

Although  the  Supreme  Court  likewise 
awarded  the  property  to  the  minority, 
the  court's  stated  reason  for  so  doing 
was  quite  different  from  that  upon 
which  the  lower  court  had  acted.  To  be 
sure,  the  practical  effect  of  the  Supreme 
Court  decision  is  much  the  same  as  that 
of  the  lower  court:  cooperating  Baptist 
churches  in  N.  C,  under  present  circum- 
stances, are  virtually  forced  to  continue 
this  cooperation.  However,  the  theoret- 
ical basis  off'ered  by  the  Supreme  Court 
is  quite  diff'erent  from  that  which  had 
been  offered  by  the  lower  court — and  it 
would  seem  that  the-  principle  adopted 
by  the  Supreme  Court  would  at  least 
open  the  door  for  the  present  circum- 
stances to  be  so  changed  as  to  allow  local 
churches  to  regain  their  autonomy. 

The  Supreme  Court,  in  fact,  actually 
acknowledged  the  independence  of  the  lo- 
cal church  "in  theory."  In  doing  this,  it 
definitely  brushed  aside  the  Superior 
Courts'  notion  that  a  particular  Baptist 
church  must  follow  the  procedure  gen- 
erally followed  by  Baptist  churches.  Not 
only  did  the  Supreme  Court  modify 
Judge  Paul's  decision  so  as  to  strike  out 
reference  to  the  "regular  order"  of  the 
"general"  church,  but  the  higher  court 
thus  summarily  dismissed  the  "general 
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church"  concept  —  obtained  from  the 
testimony  of  the  Baptist  leaders  —  that 
would  subject  a  local  church  to  so-called 
rules  generally  followed  by  Missionary 
Baptist  Churches: 

"The  Trial  Judge  made  elaborate  find- 
ings of  fact  as  to  the  organizational  and 
operational  structure  of  Missionary  Bap- 
tist Churches  generally  in  this  State  and 
nation.  All  of  these  findings  of  fact  are 
irrelevant  and  immaterial." 

The  Supreme  Court  also  declared: 
.  .  there  is  no  allegation  .  .  .  that 
the  North  Rocky  Mount  Missionary  Bap- 
tist Church  has  been  at  all  times  gov- 
erned and  conducted  by  the  rules,  cus- 
toms and  practices  of  Missionary  Bap- 
tist Churches  in  general  ....  The  Rec- 
ord before  us  discloses  that  the  North 
Rocky  Mount  Missionary  Baptist  Church 
from  the  beginning  has  been  a  pure  de- 
mocracy and  independent  of  any  ex- 
ternal control.  It  is  known  to  all  that 
from  the  beginning  Baptist  Churches 
have  retained,  and  refused  to  give  up 
their  independence." 

BUT,  while  refusing  to  tie  a  local 
church  to  the  regular  order  of  the  de- 
nomination, the  Supreme  Court  went  on 
and  tied  a  local  church  to  its  own  regu- 
lar order.  The  Supreme  Court  has  "fixed 
it"  so  that  a  local  church  actually  can- 
not depart  from  its  own  procedure, 
should  a  minority — no  matter  how  small 
— be  opposed  to  departing  from  this  pro- 
cedure. The  Supreme  Court  ruled: 

"The  proper  conclusion  of  law  in  this 
case  is  that  the  true  congregation  of  the 
North  Rocky  Mount  Missionary  Baptist 
Church  consist  of  those  members  of  its 
congregation  who  adhere  to  the  char- 
acteristic doctrines,  usages,  customs  and 
practices  of  that  particular  church, 
recognized  and  accepted  by  both  factions 
before  the  dissension  between  them 
arose." 

In  other  words,  the  Supreme  Court  has 
virtually  forced  a  local  church  to  follow 
the  status  quo.  It  would  work  the  same 
with  a  church  not  now  cooperating  with 
the  Southern  Baptist  Convention.  Such 
a  church  could  not  begin  cooperation 
with  the  Convention,  if  a  minority  of  so 
much  as  one  person  objected,  because 
such  cooperation  would  be  a  departure 
from  what  the  church  had  been  doing. 


But  it  would  seem  that  the  Supreme 
Court  decision  —  in  spite  of  its  many 
very  objectionable  features  —  would  at 
least  open  the  way  for  a  church  to  take 
steps  to  establish  its  autonomy.  Could 
not  a  church  make  it  a  part  of  its  ac- 
cepted procedure  for  a  majority  of  its 
members  to  be  permitted  to  adopt  new 
courses  of  action?  Specifically,  could  not 
a  church  draw  up  a  constitution  (at 
least  if  none  of  its  membership  should 
be  opposed  to  this),  which  would  require 
that  the  majority  rule  regardless  of  co- 
operation with  a  convention  and  regard- 
less of  departure  from  previous  proce- 
dure? One  would  think  so.  The  greater 
number  of  ministers  of  Mecklenburg  As- 
sociation, and  a  great  number  of  those 
of  Piedmont  Association,  have  gone  on 
record  recommending  that  churches  draw 
up  a  constitution  to  guarantee  majority 
rule.  And  it  is  known  that  a  number  of 
churches  in  N.  C.  have  so  drawn  up  con- 
stitutions. 

In  view  of  what  happened  in  Nash  Su- 
perior Court  on  September  10,  however, 
one  wonders  if  a  written  constitution 
would  be  of  any  value  at  all  to  a  church. 
THE  APPLICATION  FOR 
REOPENING  THE  CASE 

The  most  important  alleged  newly  dis- 
covered evidence  was  an  old  document, 
bearing  the  title,  "Directory  of  North 
Rocky  Mount  Baptist  Church."  This  di- 
rectory, which  was  dated  around  the  year 
1905,  when  the  church  was  less  than  10 
years  old,  contains  the  constitution, 
which  specifies  majortiy  rule  (with  the 
exception  of  the  matter  of  calling  a  pas- 
tor, —  which  of  course  would  have  no 
bearing  on  the  present  question).  The 
constitution,  in  other  words,  requries 
majority  rule  with  no  strings  attached; 
it  requires  majority  rule  without  any 
suggestion  that  the  majority  could  rule 
only  so  lo7ig  as  previous  custom  would 
be  followed. 

Although  Judge  Moore  raised  no  ques- 
tion as  to  the  genuineness  of  this  docu- 
ment nor  as  to  the  fact  of  its  require- 
ment of  majority  rule,  he  refused  to  en- 
tertain the  thought  that  this  constitution 
would  have  made  any  difference  had  it 
been  introduced  at  the  trial.  Why?  Evi- 
dently because  he  simply  took  for 
granted   the   "general   church"  theory, 
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which  would  force  a  particular  church  to 
follow  the  regulations  characterizing 
Missionary  Baptist  churches  generally. 

Judge  Moore  argued  that  if  a  Baptist 
Church  begins  to  cooperate  with  the  con- 
ventions, **it  cant'  stop  it"  —  at  least 
not  as  long  as  any  minority  wishes  to 
continue  cooperation  —  because  to  stop 
this  cooperation  would  be  "to  change  its 
character  from  Missionary  Baptist  into 
something  else''  He  stated  that  the  Rev. 
Samuel  Johnston  "changed  it  from  a 
Missionary  Baptist  Church  into  some- 
thing else,"  and  if  a  Missionary  Baptist 
Church  "goes  outside  of  the  bounds 
known  as  Missionary  Baptist  procedure, 
then  it  can't  keep  its  property." 

Attorney  Martin  replied  that  coopera- 
tion with  a  convention — or  the  practice 
of  any  of  the  things  which  the  North 
Rocky  Mount  Church  ceased  to  observe 
after  Aug.  9,  1953 — could  not  be  said  to 
be  necessary  for  a  church  to  be  truly  a 
Missionary  Baptist  Church.  Martin  con- 
tended that  the  Supreme  Court  decreed 
that  evidence  as  to  the  operational  and 
organizational  structure  of  Missionary 
Baptist  Churches  generally  was  irrele- 
vant and  immaterial,  and  that  therefore 
it  could  not  be  said  that  following  the 
practice  of  cooperation  with  a  conven- 
tion —  which  practice  is  generally  fol- 
lowed by  Missionary  Baptist  Churches — 
would  be  necessary  to  constitute  a 
church  a  "Missionary  Baptist  Church." 

The  Judge  countered,  ''Either  you 
don't  understand  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  or  I  don't." 

It  is  evident  that  there  is  radical  mis- 
understanding somewhere  as  to  the  na- 
ture of  the  Supreme  Court  decision.  It 
is  also  evident  that  there  is  radical  mis- 
understanding somewhere  as  to  what  is 
a  Missionary  Baptist  Church.  (And  this 
becomes  all  the  more  important  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  an  amendment  has  been 
oflfered  to  the  S.  B.  C.  constitution,  to 
be  acted  upon  in  1957,  which  will  de- 
clare plainly  that  a  church  does  NOT 
have  to  cooperate  with  the  S.  B.  C.  in 
order  to  be  a  Missionary  Baptist 
Church.) 

The  Supreme  Court  decision  is  objec- 
tionable enough  without  loading  it  down 
with  the  "general  church"  idea.  It 
should  be  plain  enough  that  the  Supreme 
Court  did  not  say  that  a  church  has  to 


be  a  cooperating  church  in  order  to  be  a 
Missionary  Baptist  Church.  The  Su- 
preme Court  recognized  that  "a  Mission- 
ary Baptist  Church  is  congregational  in 
its  church  polity  .  .  .  the  Baptist  Asso- 
ciations and  Conventions  being  purely 
voluntary  associations."  It  recognized 
that  Associations  and  Conventions  "have 
no  supervision,  control  or  governmental 
power  over  the  individual  congregations, 
which  are  absolutely  independent  of  each 
other."  Indeed,  the  Supreme  Court  prop- 
erly recognized  that  the  North  Rocky 
Mount  Church,  which  originally  was  not 
a  cooperating  church,  was  in  fact  a  Mis- 
sionary Baptist  Church  before  it  became 
a  cooperating  church: 

"The  North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist 
Church  was  organized  in  1894-  as  a  Mis- 
sionary Baptist  Church.  In  1895  it  be- 
came affiliated  with  the  Tar  River  Bap- 
tist Association,  and  shortly  thereafter 
with  the  North  Carolina  State  Baptist 
Convention  and  the  Southern  Baptist 
Convention." 

The  Supreme  Court  merely  says  that 
once  a  Missionary  Baptist  Church  does 
in  fact  become  a  cooperating  church, 
then  it  cannot  stop  this  cooperation  if  a 
minority  should  object. 

Since  Judge  Moore  was  obviously  fol- 
lowing the  "general  church"  theory,  it 
was  natural  that  the  constitution  of  the 
church  seemed  to  be  of  no  real  concern 
to  him.  After  hastily  glancing  at  the  20- 
odd  page  directory,  he  said  to  Attorney 
Martin,  "WHAT  YOU  HAVE  FOUND 
WOULD  NOT  HAVE  HELPED  ONE 
WAY  OR  THE  OTHER"! 

This  is  highly  alarming.  If  such  opin- 
ions are  to  be  determinative  for  future 
considerations  of  such  questions,  it 
should  be  obvious  that  no  matter  if  a 
cooperating  church  in  N.  C.  has  a  con- 
stitution spelling  out  ever  so  clearly  its 
right  to  run  all  its  business  by  majority 
vote,  that  constitution  would  not  be 
worth  the  paper  it  is  written  on  should 
that  church  attempt  to  exercise  its  sup- 
posed autonomy  by  withdrawing  financial 
support  from  the  conventions.  If  the  con- 
stitution of  the  North  Rocky  Mount 
Church  is  of  no  value  (and  it  must  be 
remembered  that  the  Judge  raised  no 
question  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the 
document),  then  of  what  value  is  ANY 
constitution?  J.  M.  B. 


